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knowledge of many probabilities is not numerically definite,
there might well be for the future an end of disagreement, and
disputation might be reserved for the philosophical interpretation
of these settled facts, which it is unreasonable to deny, however
we may explain them.
11. I now proceed to those contentions upon which my
fundamental criticism of the frequency theory is founded. The
first of these relates to the method by which the class of reference
is to be determined. The magnitude of a probability is always
to be measured by the truth-frequency of some class; and this
class, it is allowed, must be determined by reference to the
premisses, on which the probability of the conclusion is to be
determined. But, as a given proposition belongs to innumerable
different classes, how are we to know which class the premisses
indicate as appropriate ? What substitute has the frequency
theory to offer for judgments of relevance and indifference ?
And without something of this kind, what principle is there for
uniquely determining the class, the truth-frequency of which is
to measure the probability of the argument ? Indeed the
difficulties of showing how given premisses determine the class
of reference, by means of rules expressed in terms of previous
ideas, and without the introduction of any notion, which is new
and peculiar to probability, appear to me insurmountable.
Whilst no general criterion of choice seems to exist, where of
two alternative classes neither includes the other, it might be
thought that where one does include the other, the obvious
course would be to take the narrowest and most specialised class.
This procedure was examined and rejected by Venn; though the
objection to it is due, not, as he supposed, to the lack of sufficient
statistics in such cases upon which to found a generalisation,
but to the inclusion in the class-concept of marks characteristic
of the proposition in question, but nevertheless not relevant
to the matter in hand. If the process of narrowing the class
were to be carried to its furthest point, we should generally be
left with a class whose only member is the proposition in question,
for we generally know something about it which is true of no
other proposition. We cannot, therefore, define the class of
reference as being the class of propositions of which everything
is true which is known to be true of the proposition whose prob-
ability we seek to determine. And, indeed, in those examples